
Opportunities For Improvement In T 
Administration Of Techrwaf 
Training Activities B-175773 

Department of the Navy 

UNITEDSTATES 
GENERALACCOUNTINGOFFICE 



UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON, D C 20548 

FEDERAL PERSONNEL AND 
COMPENSATION DIVISION 

B-175773 

The Honorable 1 
I The Secretary of the Navy 

/ 
Dear Mr. Secretary. 

This IS our report on opportunltles for lmprovlng the 
admmlstratlon of technical trammg actlvltles m the Department 
of the Navy. 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Secretary of 
Defense, the Dlrector, Office of Management and Budget, and 
the Chairmen, House and Senate Committees on Approprlatlons, 
Armed Services, and Government Operations. 

Smcerely yours, 

Forrest R Browne 
Director 



Contents 

DIGEST 

CHAPTER 

1 INTRODUCTION 

2 DETERMINATION OF INSTRUCTOR REQUIREMENTS 

3 TRAINING FEEDBACK SYSTEM NEEDED 

4 NEED FOR STANDARDIZED INSTRUCTOR TRAINING 
POLICY 

Conclusions 
Recommendations 

APPENDIX 

I Organlzatlon of Naval Training Command 

II Chain of Command/Service School Command 

III Organlzatlon of Service School Command 

ABBREVIATIONS 

CNTECHTRA Chief of Naval Technical Training 

Page 

11 
12 
13 

15 

16 

17 

GAO General Accountmg Office 



c 

GENERAL ACCOUNT'ING OFFICE REPORT TO 
THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

DIGEST -- ---- 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

The mllltary services plan to spend 
more than $1 5 bllllon tor technical 
tralnlng during fiscal year 1973, of 
which the Navy's share 1s about 
$550 million. Each year, over 
200,000 Navy and other service per- 
sonnel receive training at more than 
80 naval activities 

During 1971 the Navy reorganized its 
training activities and, to improve 
the quality of tralnlng and manage- 
ment of training actlvltles, placed 
them under a single Naval Training 
Command 

As part of our overall plans to 
examine technical training, GAO 
undertook a review at selected ac- 
tivities to assess the Navy's 
admlnlstratlon and management of 
technical training 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

GAO believes that the management of 
naval technical training can be fur- 
ther improved in instructor requlre- 
ment determl nations in develop1 ng 
systems for feedback of training 
lnformatlon, and II-I standardlzatlon 
of instructor training programs 
(See p. 3.) 

GAO found that differences in the 
interpretation of instructions gov- 
erning determination of instructor 
requirements, as well as the lack 
of management review at the traln- 
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ing activities vlslted, resulted In 
both an overstatement and an under- 
statement in Navy training instruc- 
tor requirement submlsslons 

Overstated requirements noted at 
one training command, if they were 
the basis for staffing, would result 
in assigning excess instructors at 
a cost of about $1 5 mllllon annu- 
ally. Conversely, understated re- 
quirements at another would adversely 
affect the quality of training 
received by students Naval train- 
lng offlclals revised their lnstruc- 
tlons In January 1973 to correct the 
problems GAO identified (See 
P 5) 

GAO also found that the Navy does not 
have a formal system for collecting, 
assessing, and disseminating informa- 
tion regarding the adequacy of its 
technical training Experts have 
recognized the need for a formal 
feedback system and have brought this 
to Navy's attention on several occa- 
sions. Without this kind of feedback, 
it is questionable whether curriculum 
ongoing revision 1s adequate In 
January 1973, the Chief of Naval 
Training established a special group 
to develop and Implement a standard- 
ized training feedback system for 
all naval training (See P 9 ) 

GAO also noted that the absence of a 
standardized instructor training 
policy would limit the extent of 
instructor assignments in teaching 
various phases of a course As a 
resuJt, instructors can spend as 
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much as 30 percent of their 3-year 
tours observing other teachers The 
Navy had no studies Justifying this 
costly practice nor was there an 
awareness of the amount of time 
being spent observing teachers 
(See p 11 ) 

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS 

Although the Navy has taken correc- 
tive actlon In two of the matters 
discussed above, the Secretary of 

the Navy should take the necessary 
actions to insure that 

--Naval tralnlng offlclals deter- 
mane the extent of observation 
time required and establish a 
uniform policy for all training 
activities (See p 13 ) 

--Commanding officers of Navy tvaln- 
ing actlvltles establish controls 
to monitor actual time instructors 
spend on tralnlng to insure com- 
pliance with standards (See 
P 13,) 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Chief of Naval Tralnlng 1s responsible for all naval 
tralnlng except for certain aspects of fleet training and 
tralnlnlg assigned to the Bureau of Medlclne and Surgery 
The Naval Tralnlng Command was establlshed ln August 1971 to 
consolidate various tralnlng actlvltles and thereby improve 
the quality of lndlvldual, team, and functlonal tralnlng 
(See am I for a chart of the organlzatlon of the Naval 
Tralnlng Command ) 

The Chief of Naval Technlcal Training (CNTECHTRA), a 
functional command for recruit and technlcal training, assumed 
authority and responslblllty for all technlcal tralnlng in 
the Navy on February 15, 1972 This organlzatlon absorbed 
technical and fleet training management functions previously 
performed by the Bureau of Naval Personnel CNTECHTRA directs 
and coordinates more than 80 actlvltles at 37 locations where 
more than 200,000 Navy and other service personnel receive 
training annually 

Our review was primarily conducted at the Service School 
Command, Great Lakes, Illlnols Appendix II shows this com- 
mand's position within the CNTECHTRA organlzatlon, and appendix 
III lists the departments under the Service School Command 
We also vlslted the Naval Schools Command in Treasure Island, 
San Francisco, and CNTECHTRA In Memphis 

We did not obtain the total operating and maintenance 
costs for the actlvltles under CNTECHTRA However, we found 
that the total operating cost for the Service School Command, 
Great Lakes, was approxrmately $14 6 mllllon during fiscal 
year 1972, $11 3 mllllon of which was for military salaries 
and allowances Its budget for fiscal year 1973 1s about 
$14.5 million, lncludlng $12 5 mllllon for military salaries 
and allowances 

Our review at the selected tralnlng actlvltles, completed 
In October 1972, disclosed that more effective management 
controls were needed, particularly in determlnlng instructor 
requirements, revlslng and updating curriculums, and stand- 
ardizing the instructor tralnlng program 
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In January 1973, the Naval Audit Service announced its 
plans for a servlcewlde audit of naval technical tralnlng, 
which was to Include an examlnatlon of the relatlonshlp of 
training staffs to student billets, reports to management and 
uses made thereof, headquarters-level procedures to control 
expenditures, and student load criteria 



CHAPTER 2 

DETERMINATION OF INSTRUCTOR REQUIREMENTS 

01.~1 review of the instructor requirements computca by 
selected Navy service schools disclosed a need for clarlfl- 
cation of lnstructlons issued by CNTECHTRA and for a closer, 
more critical review of the schools' computations before 
they are submitted to CNTECHTRA. Differences in the lnter- 
pretatlon of the lnstructlons and the lack of management 
review resulted In both overstatement and understatement of 
Instructor requirement submlsslons Overstated requirements 
noted at one training command, If they were the basis for 
staffing, would result in asslgnlng excess instructors at an 
estimated cost of about $1 5 mllllon annually Conversely, 
understated requirements in another training command would 
adversely affect the quality of training received by Its 
students 

In May 1972, CNTECHTRA issued a new lnstructlon for 
computing instructor requirements to provide standardized 
procedures to be used in computing the mlnlmum number of 
instructors required to conduct efficient lnstructlon in 
the respective schools and/or courses of the Naval Technical 
Tralnlng Command. 

We recognize that the initial report submlsslon under 
this revised instruction was to analyze Its appllcablllty 
and identify required modlflcatlons. However, CNTECHTRA 
offlclals stated that subsequent submlsslons will be con- 
sldered In making recommendations to the Bureau of Naval 
Personnel for manpower authorlzatlons 

We analyzed the computations made for the Electronics 
Technician Class A School Divlslons at Great Lakes and 
Treasure Island and found considerable variances In the 
manner In which the lnstructlons were applied These varl- 
antes were caused by shortcomings In the lnstructlon and 
lack of management review. Our analyses were not made with 
the intent of arriving at exact figures for instructor re- 
quirements, but rather to determine whether the intent of 
the CNTECHTRA lnstructlon was satisfied 

One major shortcoming noted in the CNTECHTRA instruc- 
tion was the apparent failure to identify a uniform basis 



J 

for the schools to use in analyzing their student 
Instruct lonal week. CNTECHTRA defines an Instructor’s 
weekly teaching load as lnstructlonal time lncludlng breaks 
To arrive at the required number of instructors, it 1s 
therefore necessary to apply uniform crlterla In defining 
a student lnstructlonal week and an instructor week. 

Great Lakes analyzed its student lnstructlonal week 
based on 40 hours, which Included, in addltlon to lnstruc- 
tlonal hours, break time between classes and time spent on 
service dlverslons, e g,, lnspectlons and counseling 
Treasure Island, on the other hand, based Its analysis on 
a 30-hour week which represented actual time spent on In- 
structlon. Instructional hours including breaks would have 
been approximately 35 hours per week for both Great Lakes 
and Treasure Island The difference in instructor requlre- 
ments using the CNTECHTRA crlterla as opposed to the schools’ 
criteria 1s shown in the following table. 

Electronics TechnIcian Class A School Dlvlslon 

Number of instructors (note a) 
School 35-hour 

computation week Dlff erence 

Great Lakes 141 124 17 
Treasure Island 104 119 -15 

aDoes not include supervisory personnel 01 unscheduled leave 
time. 

Assigning the schools’ composite standard mllltary rate 
of approximately $10,000 for an Instructor-year to Great 
Lakes t overstatement of instructor requirements could result 
in assigning too many Instructors, at a cost of approxl- 
mately $170,000. Further, the potential exists for similar 
mistakes In Instructor requirement submlsslons by other 
schools at Great Lakes, which could result In extra costs of 
about $1 5 mllllon annually. Conversely, the understatement 
of requirements noted In Treasure Island’s submlsslons could 
result In assigning more students per instructor than the 
instructor could effectively teach. 
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Other differences noted In Great Lakes and Treasure 
Island instructor computations were that (1) both actlvltles 
utlllzed class quotas which did not comply with the lnstruc- 
tlon, (2) the student/instructor ratios for laboratory In- 
struction, although computed for the same branch of lnstruc- 
tlon, dlffered between the two actlvltles, and (3) the 
breakdown of curriculum, lecture/laboratory lnstructlon 
taught by each of the branches in Electronics Technlclan 
Class A School Dlvlslon differed between the two actlvltles 

The necessity for clarlfylng the lnstructlon was 
further demonstrated in a summary chart submltted by the 
Great Lakes Naval Training Center Command to CNTECHTRA 
'Ihat chart showed personnel allowance figures computed by 
the Great Lakes Service School Command and by the Navy 
Manpower Shore Survey Team, both of which used the CNTECHTRA 
lnstructlon In their computations The survey team, which 
IS under the Chief of Naval Operations, 1s responsible for 
Insuring optimum mllltary and clvlllan staffing at all 
echelons of the Navy by conducting onslte manpower surveys 
afloat and ashore 

Instructor requirements computed by the Service School 
Command totaled 1,266, whereas similar computations made by 
the survey team showed the command's requirement to be only 
1,061 The commanding officer of the Service School Command 
reported that a dlsparlty exlsted in the Instructor requlre- 
ment totals due to a difference In interpreting the CNTECHTRA 
lnstructlon by the survey team and by his command, partlcu- 
larly In course length and frequency of classes The 
difference of more than 200 instructors would represent 
personnel costs of approximately $2 mllllon annually 

Navy offlclals at Great Lakes said that time constraints 
did not permit management review of instructor requirements 
before this date was submitted to CNTECHTRA CNTECHTRA, on 
recelvlng the requirements submlsslons, reviewed the compu- 
tations and corrected any obvious mathematical errors, how- 
ever, the types of errors described above are not the type 
that would be obvious to CNTECHTRA personnel 

We discussed our flndlngs with offlclals of the Naval 
Tralnlng Command at Pensacola, Florida They stated that 
they were aware of the problems with the CNTECHTRA lnstruc- 
tlons which were issued without their review and approval. 



They said that they had been working with CNTECHTRA offlclals 
to develop new lnstructlons that considered the problems 
disclosed by GAO’s review. These new lnstructlons were IS- 
sued In January 1973. We were advlsed that CNTECHTRA had 
developed new procedures, which included perlodlc testing 
of the computations during vlslts at the schools, to more 
thoroughly review the school computations. 

We believe that the actions taken by Navy offlclals 
should provide for more accurate determlnatlons of lnstruc- 
tor requirements, and the Improved review procedures should 
ldentlfy any problems with the new xnstructlons 



CHAPTER 3 

TRAINING FEEDBACK SYSTEM NEEDED 

Our review of naval technlcal tralnlng actlvltles 
showed that the Navy had not established a formal system 
which would provide for collecting, assessing, and dlsseml- 
natlng lnformatlon on the adequacy of technical tralnxng 
In the absence of such a formal feedback system and under 
the present manner in which the curriculum 1s being updated 
and/or revised, there 1s no Insurance that the school 1s 
adequately preparing students for fleet assignment 

Navy offlclals have been advised on several occasions 
that a meaningful training feedback system 1s needed A 
consultant firm engaged in 1964 by the Bureau of Naval Per- 
sonnel described the logical requirements for a tralnlng 
feedback system at both the technical and management levels 
of training and two 1970 naval research reports concluded 
that 

“The schools responsible for tralnlng fleet 
technicians can meet the needs of the fleet 
only If they are provided lnformatlon con- 
cernlng fleet Job requirements and the ade- 
quacy of their graduates In fulfllllng these 
requirements ” . 

A 1972 naval research report states that various other re- 
search reports dealing with training feedback have since 
been issued and could help in obtaining feedback lnformatlon 
However, the Navy, as of August 1972, had not adopted any 
sys tematlc procedures for ob talnlng that feedback 

Offlclals of the Naval Schools Command, Treasure Island, 
and the Service School Command, Great Lakes, informed us 
that neither command 1s presently using a systematic proce- 
dure for obtalnlng training feedback 
commands mailed questlonnalres 

In the past, both 
For the most part, they dls- 

continued this method due to Its several drawbacks, such as 
low percentage of replies, careless preparation, and meanlng- 
less responses. 

Presently, the Service School Command attempts to 
obtain feedback from instructors who are reassigned from the 
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fleet to the school These instructors are questloned 
regarding graduates’ performances, but the dlscusslons are 
not documented The command considers this a valuable 
source of tralnlng feedback since a potential instructor, 
during his fleet assignment, ~111 be learning much about 
problems which could Improve the curriculum at his future 
school assignment However, a 1972 naval research report 
states that such Informally obtained lnformatlon 1s often 
incomplete and that an Instructor’s suggestion concerning 
curriculum revlslon, although correct, may not be acceptable 
because It 1s based solely upon his personal experience 
rather than upon the seemingly more objective lnformatlon 
gained from a systematic data-gathering procedure Further, 
this practice would result In nonstandard curriculum content, 
since each school would be Independently revlslng Its 
curriculum 

We discussed the need for a formal training feedback 
system with Naval Training Command officials They agreed 
that such a system was needed and told us that the Chief of 
Naval Training established a special group In January 1973 
to develop and implement a standardized training feedback 
system for all naval training They stated that the system 
they are developing provides for dlstrlbutlng to fleet 
actlvltles a well-structured questionnaire designed to Iden- 
tify any problem areas. There would be followup, with 
structured lntervlews at the site, to determlne what revl- 
slons to the curriculums were necessary 

We believe that the system being developed should con- 
tribute to a more effective means of evaluating the quality 
of naval tralnlng and determlnlng any needed revlslons 
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CHAPTER 4 

NEED FOR STANDARDIZED INSTRUCTOR TRAINING POLICY 

The Navy does not have an instructor tralnlng policy 
which would limit the extent of instructor assignments in 
teaching various phases of a course Consequently, instruc- 
tors can spend as much as 30 percent of their tours of duty 
observing the presentation of an experienced teacher 
(sitting-in), thus lncreaslng the overall stated requlre- 
ment for Instructors We found no studies which would JUS- 

tlfy th1.s costly practice, nor was there an awareness of the 
amount of time devoted to sitting-In 

An Instructor must receive a mark of 3 4 or better on a 
4.0 scale on his last three performance evaluations, which 
consider his technical ablllty in the area he will be in- 
structlng He must also demonstrate leadershlp and speaking 
ablllty and the ability to work-GFith others under supervlslon 

Prior to beglnnlng instructor duty, instructors receive 
4 weeks of tralnlng at one of the Navy’s instructor schools 
AdditIonal tralnlng 1s provided by allowlng instructors to 
sit-ln on an area of lnstructlon in a course before he teaches 
1t Military instructors are usually rotated among lnstruc- 
tlonal areas In an effort to relieve the monotony of teaching 
In only one area during their 3-year tours of duty at a 
certain school and in an effort to enhance their technical 
capability 

Pollcles regarding the extent of Instructor rotation 
within different schools were mostly dlscretlonary and varied 
extensively among the training actlvltles Personal opinions 
regarding the extent of Instructor rotation varied greatly 
among offlclals at the Service School Command, Great Lakes, 
and the Naval Schools Command, Treasure Island One view 
was that instructors should begln their tours of duty In a 
school’s lowest level of lnstructlon and then rotate through 
that school sequentially, completing their tours of duty in 
the school’s final area of lnstructlon, thereby rotating 
through as many lnstructlonal areas as practicable Under 
such a plan, instructors rotating sequentially through the 
Electronics Technlclal Class A School Dlvlslon, which was 
46 weeks in length, would spend approximately 30 percent of 
their 3-year tour of duty slttlng-ln 
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Another view was that instructors should be capable of 
begInnIng their assignment in any lnstructlonal area of a 
given school and that they should be llmlted to rotation 
wlthln one branch of lnstructlon, about 12 weeks in duration. 
This would limit the instructors’ observation time to less 
than 8 percent of their 3-year tour of duty. 

Training offlclals perlodlcally survey the actual use 
of instructor time, The last survey of a number of lnstal- 
latlons, based on 443,000 instructor workdays, showed that 
only 1.77 percent of the Instructors’ time was spent slttlng- 
In. 

Neither the Service School Command, Great Lakes, nor 
the Naval Schools Command, Treasure Island, has llmlted the 
sit-In time allowed per Instructor tour of duty, In addl- 
tion, neither command followed a designated instructor rota- 
tlon plan, Instead, schools rotated their instructors in- 
dependently according to their lndlvldual desires without 
accumulating data on the use of instructors’ time. 

We discussed our flndlngs with Naval Tralnlng Command 
offlclals who stated that they recognized the need for a 
standardized instructor training program They were develop- 
lng a standardized instructor tralnlng course but had not 
consldered the observation time because they were not aware 
of the magnitude of this aspect of the instructor training 
program 

CONCLUSIONS 

We belleve that since instructors are selected on the 
basis of technical capability In the area In which they are 
to teach, they should not have to spend any substantial por- 
tion of their tour of duty slttlng-in, especially In basic 
SubJect areas. Permlttlng Instructors to spend as much as 
30 percent of their time sitting-In, as has been the practice 
In some of the schools, 1s costly, has not been Justified, 
and 1s probably excessive, in view of the Navy’s survey re- 
sults, which reportedly showed less than 2 percent actual 
observation time at a number of other schools In our opln- 
ion, Navy training offlclals should make a determlnatlon 
based on emplrlcal data of the extent of observation time 
required, glvlng conslderatlon to optlmlzlng advantages and 
costs 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Secretary of the Navy move to 
Insure that 

--Navy tralnlng offlclals determlne the extent sit-in, 
time 1s required and establish a uniform policy for 
all training activities 

--Commanding officers of Navy tralnlng actlvltles estab- 
llsh controls to monitor actual time spent on traln- 
lng by Instructors to Insure compliance with standards 
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APPENDIX I 

CHAIN OF COMMAND/SERVICE SCHOOL COMMAND 

NAVAL TECHNICAL 
TRAINING COMMAND 

NAVAL TRAINING CENTER 
GREAT LAKES, ILLINOIS 

I 
I I I I . 

NAVAL RECRUIT SERVICE MARINE 
ADMINISTRA TRAINING SCHOOL BARRACKS 

COMMAND 
TIVE 1 COMMAND 1 J 1 COMMAND 1 j 

TRANSIENT 
PERSONNEL 

UN11 



NAVAL TRAINING 

CMIEF 
OF 

NAVAL 
AIR 

TRAINING 

ORGANIZATION OF NAVAL TRAINING COMMAND 

CHIEF CHIEF 
OF 

NAVAL NA%L 
TECHNICAL TRAINING 

TRAINING SUPPORT 

COMMANDER 
TRAINING 

COMMAND 
us 

PACIFIC 
FLEET 

COMMANDER 
TRAINING 

COMMAND 
us 

ATLANTIC 
FLEET 

DIRECTOR, 
NAVAL L EDUCATION 

AND 
TRAINING 



APPENDIX III 
I 

ORGANIZATION OF 

SERVICE SCHOOL COMMAND 

Department 
Authorized Fiscal year 1972 
personnel graduates 

Basic Electrlclty/ 
Electromcs 

Electrical 
Electronics 
Fire Control 
Gunnery 
Instructor/Leadership "C" 
Instrumentman/Opticalman 
Propulsion Engmeermg 
Radarman 

106 4,720 
145 2,241 
376 5,716 
138 1,651 
125 1,879 

38 832 
35 254 

311 12,525 
165 1,749 

Total 1,439 31,567 

Note There are also 74 authorized billets and posltlons for 
the Admmlstratlve Department, which brmgs the total 
for Service School Command to 1,513 
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Copies of this report are avallable at a cost of $1 

from the U S General Accounting Office, Room 6417, 
441 G Street, N W , WashIngton, D C 20548 Orders 
should be accompanted by a check or money order 
Please do not send cash 

When ordering a GAO report please use the B-Number, 
Date and Title, tf available, to expedite fllllng your 
order 

Copies of GAO reports are provided without charge to 
Members of Congress, congressional committee staff 
members, Government offrclals, news media, college 
Ilbrarres, faculty members and students 
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